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THE RELATION OF LEV. XX. TO LEV. XVII.-XIX. 

By Prof. Lewis B. Paton, 

Hartford Theological Seminary, Hartford, Conn. 



The similarities of diction between Lev. xx. and the portion of the Holiness 
Code which immediately precedes it (xvn.-xix.) are so obvious and so numerous 
that they must form the starting point of any investigation into the literary. his- 
tory of this section of the legislation. Characteristic expressions of H which both 
have in common are as follows, — J"QK familiar spirits (xix. 31 ; xx. 6, 27), JJ^JiJ 
JJ"N whosoever (xvn. 3, 8, 10, 13 ; xvm. 6 ; xx. 2, 9), *pff?N HliT »JN I am 
Tahweh thy God (xvm. 2, 5, 30; xix. 3, 4, 10, 25, 31, 34, 36; xx. 7), JVDID 
^"ItJ" of tne house of Israel (xvn. 3, 8, 10; xx. 2 in Sam. and Heb. 
codices), jfnjf fiVW uncover the nakedness (xvm. 6-18 ; xx. 11, 18, 19, 20, 21), 
flDfO "l 1 ?!! wa lk in tne statutes (xvm. 3, 4 ; xx. 23), Jfftf infamy (xvm. 17 ; 
Xix. 29; xx. 14), "NIK HJ? g° whoring after (xvn. 7; xx. 5, 6), ^fT 
TffW DtJ'-nK profane the name of thy God (xvm. 21 ; xix. 12 ; xx. 3), 
Q'DflJJ'Q'l npn statutes and judgments (xvm. 4, 5, 26 ; xix. 37 ; xx. 22), 
XD1D to pollute (xvm. 28 ; xx. 3), Q^J7"V spirits of divination (xix. 31 ; xx. 
6, 27), VlK TTOiTl and I wil1 cut him of£ (xvii. 10 ; xx. 3, 5), *r!?2fc> in 
order that (xvm. 30; xx. 4), *JJHpQ my sanctuary (xix. 30 ; xx. 3), Q'MtS'O 
intercourse (xvm. 22 ; xx. 13), J")^ tfJJJJ bear sin (xvn. 16 ; xix. 8; xx. 17,19), 
10# !JlpO from tne midst of his kin (xvn. 4, 10 ; xvm. 29 ; xx. 3, 5, 6, 18), 
^K fUD P a y regard to (xix. 4, 31 ; xx. 6), »Jfj 'flfOl and I wil1 set m y lace 
(xvn. 10 ; xx. 3, 6), Vnn D*&5Hp ye shall be holy (xix. 2 ; xx. 7, 26), *^ 
'JX WMp for I am holy (xix. 2 ; xx. 26), K*p to vomit (xvm. 25, 28 ; xx. 22), 
^p to curse (xix. 14 ; xx. 9), "?£{ ytp draw near unto a woman (xvm. 6, 19 ; 
xx. 16), J?3") gender (xvm. 23 ; xix. 19 ; xx. 16), ,-JJH fellow (xix. 13, 16, 18 ; 
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xx. 10), ItftJf flesh = near kin (xviii. 12, 13, 17 ; xx. 19), *\IX£2& ?l"tf give 
thy issue (xvni. 20, 23; xx. 15), ntT^l *10B> observe and do (xviii. 4, 26, 30 ; 
xix. 37 ; xx. 8, 22), ^j") confusion (xviii. 23 ; xx. 12) Nlft fi^JPlfi it is 
abomination (xviii. 22 ; xx. 13). 

In view of the remarkable correspondence of the diction of this chapter with 
that of the preceding chapters, there would be no doubt in the mind of any critic 
that it was an integral part of the Holiness Code, but for the following facts. 
1. It contains no new legislation but simply traverses the ground already gone 
over in Lev. xvii.-xix. and in Lev. xi., a fragment of the Holiness legislation 
which has been dislocated from its original connection with Lev. xvii.-xix. 
The correspondence of the laws is as follows, — xx. 2-5 = xvm. 21; xx. 6 = 
XIX. 31 ; XX. 9 = XIX. 3 ; XX. 10 = XVIII. 20 ; XX. 11 = XVIII. 8 ; XX. 12 = xvni. 
15; xx. 13 = xviii. 22; xx. 14 = xviii. 17; xx. 15 = xvni. 23a; xx. 16 = 
xviii. 23b ; xx. 17 = xvni. 9 ; xx. 18 = xviii. 19 ; xx. 19 = xviii. 12 sq. ; xx. 20 
= xviii. 14 ; xx. 21 = xviii. 16 : xx. 22 sq. = xviii. 3 sq. ; xx. 25 = Lev. xi. 
2-23, 41-45 ; XX. 27 = XIX. 31. 

The traditional exegesis has pronounced Lev. xx. to be the enactment of the 
penalties which are to be visited upon the offences enumerated in Lev. xvii.- 
xix. If this were true, it would possibly explain the singular repetition of the 
legislation ; but even then one might ask, why the penalties were not inserted in 
immediate connection with the laws, instead of waiting until the legislation was 
completed and then repeating it with the penalties. The threat of cutting off is 
combined with the law in xvn. 4, 9, 10, 14 ; why is it not combined with the law 
in xx. 5, 6, 17, 18 ? It is not the fact, however, that xx. gives the penalties 
of the laws in xvii.-xix. As Graf first pointed out (Geschichtliche Backer des 
A. T. p. 77), this chapter is in no sense a code of penalties to be visited upon the 
offender by the nation. In five cases, that of keeping God's statutes (v. 8), mar- 
riage with one's mother's sister (v. 19a), marriage with one's father's sister (v. 19b), 
distinguishing between clean and unclean beasts and fowl (v. 25a), and eating of 
creeping things (v. 25b), no penalty whatever is prescribed. These laws are no 
less important than the rest of the group, and if it had been the intention of the 
writer to give a code of penalties parallel to the foregoing legislation, he would 
not have omitted the sanctions here. In seven cases no obligation is laid upon 
Israel to punish the offender, but Yahweh himself declares that he will intervene 
in judgment. He will " set his face against the man " and will " cut him off 
from the midst of his kinsfolk " (vs. 4, 5, 6). " They shall be cut off," i. e. by 
divine intervention (vs. 17, 18). " They shall be childless " (vs. 20, 21). All of 
the crimes which are accompanied with these threatenings are of such a nature 
as to call for the exercise of human penal authority and no reason can be given 
why the writer should not have said, " they shall surely be put to death," as in 



The Kelation of Lev. xx. to Lev. xvii.-xix. 113 

other cases, if his aim had been to give a code of penalties. The threatening of 
divine judgment is in no true sense a penalty but is rather an exhortation to 
obedience. 

In seven cases it is said that the offender shall be put to death (vs. 9, 10, 11, 12, 
13, 15, 16), but it is not stated how death is to be inflicted, nor is any distinction 
made between the crimes, which are of very different degrees of heinousness ; so 
that the formula really furnishes no guide to the judges in any individual case 
and, therefore, cannot be called a penalty in a strict sense of the word. As Graf 
very properly observes, " In all these cases, as in the declaration that the offend- 
ers shall be cut off from their people, we have no discrimination of civil penalties 
or of gradation in the various crimes, but only the expression of moral abhor- 
rence towards the respective offences and of the curse which transgressors of the 
divine will bring down upon themselves." 

In two cases stoning is prescribed (vs. 2, 27), and in one (v. 14) burning; 
these are the only true penalties in the chapter. How little emphasis the author 
lays upon them, is evident from the fact, that in v. 6 he threatens with divine 
visitation the same offence which in v. 27 he threatens with stoning.^ These 
three crimes are not as flagrant as many of the others, and that they should be 
provided with specific sanctions, is quite fortuitous. 

Again, if it were the purpose of Lev. xx. to give the penalties for the 
offences enumerated in the foregoing chapters, how does it happen that some of 
the most grievous of those offences are omitted from the list ? Although the 
rest of the laws of Lev. xvin. are given, those in regard to marriage with one's 
mother, granddaughter, and wife's sister are not mentioned. Is that because the 
author did not regard them as sufficiently important to call for the enactment of 
a penalty ? Why is the consulting of familiar spirits and spirits of divination 
alone singled out from xix. to be threatened with punishment, while all the 
other sins against the majesty of Yahweh remain unnoticed ? This is inexpli- 
cable if the writer of xx. intended to give the penalties for the offences just 
enumerated in xvii.-xix. 

Accordingly, it is clear that xx. is in no sense a code of sanctions to the 
foregoing legislation. It is not supplementary to xvii.-xix. but parallel to it. 
It simply gives in another form the legislation which has just been traversed and 
enlarges it with a variety of motives for obedience. This fact makes it difficult 
to think that xx. is an integral part of the Holiness legislation or that the orig- 
inal author of xvii.-xix. has written this chapter. 

2. Another reason for doubting that xx. was originally connected with xvn.- 
xix. is found in the difference of the structure of this chapter from those which 
precede it. The methodical and logical treatment of the legislation in xvii.-xix., 
apart from obvious glosses, such as xix. 20-22, is one of its most marked charac- 
teristics. The precepts follow one another in the natural order of thought and are 
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so grouped as to exhaust one subject before another is taken up. In Lev. xx., 
however, confusion reigns supreme. The laws make the impression of having 
been thrown together without any plan. The sequence is, Molech-worship, 
sorcery, cursing father and mother, then various sexual crimes, clean and unclean 
meats, and sorcery a second time. The only suggestion of plan in this combina- 
tion is that the sexual crimes are grouped together (vs. 10-21), but within this 
group the same confusion prevails as throughout the rest of the chapter. In 
xvin. the order is perfect and the commandments fall into their respective 
groups with mathematical precision, xvin. 6-10 treats of relationships of the 
first degree; 11-15, of relationships of the second degree; 16-19, of relationships 
through marriage ; 20-24, of purity outside of the family ; and the whole is fol- 
lowed by a hortatory address, 25-30. Here in xx. most of these commandments 
are given again, but we search in vain for any principle of classification. Can we 
believe that the two codes come from the same hand ? 

3. Not only is this chapter unmethodical in structure but it is characterized 
by a diffuseness of style which is quite foreign to the preceding chapters. 
The author of xyii-xix. wastes no words. He states his laws in a compact 
form and, if he gives a sanction or a reason, gives but one and that as brief as 
possible. This writer, however, piles up after the several precepts a variety of 
exhortations to obedience and threatens two or more judgments which shall fall 
upon the transgressor. Notice how in vs. 9, 11, 12, 13, 16 the words " Their (his) 
blood shall be upon them (him) " are attached to the direction " They (he) shall 
surely be put to death," although this phrase adds nothing to the thought. In v. 
12 there is a triple comment, " They shall surely be put to death : they have 
wrought confusion : their blood shall be upon them " (cf . v. 14). So also in v. 16, 
" Thou shalt kill the woman and the beast : they shall surely be put to death : 
their blood shall be upon them." In vs. 2-5 the writer threatens the Molech- 
worshipper with death, and then adds, " The people of the land shall stone him 
with stones." Not satisfied with this emphasis, he threatens him also with 
cutting off by God, regardless of the fact that if the judgment already pronounced 
be executed, this is an impossibility ; and finally, he extends the sentence to the 
family of the man and to all who aid and abet him in his wickedness. This is 
quite analogous to the redundant style which we have found already in this chap- 
ter and needs no theory of a combination of documents to explain it (against 
Dillmann, Baentsch). Similarly in v. 10 the tautology, " A man who commits 
adultery with the wife of a man," and " He who commits adultery with the wife 
of his fellow," does not demand the assumption of two sources (Dillmann), but is 
simply one more instance of the author's redundancy of style. The same sort of 
a double expression of a single idea is found in 10a, 17b, 18a, but in none of 
these cases does Dillmann assume two sources for the text. Verse 27 also is 
probably only another instance of the author's love of amplification and disre- 
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gard of order. Wishing to lay special emphasis upon the evil of consulting 
familiar spirits and spirits of divination, and feeling that he had not said all that 
was possible in v. 6, he returns to the subject in v. 27 and adds to the previous 
threat of extermination by the intervention of God, " They shall surely be put to 
death : they shall stone them with stones : their blood shall be upon them," a 
sentence which is quite as redundant as any that we have met hitherto. The 
style of xx., accordingly, is very different from the direct and terse style of the 
code in xvii.-xix., so different, in fact, that it is difficult to believe that both are 
the composition of the same author. 

4. In spite of all the similarities of diction between Lev. xx. and the legisla- 
tion of H which precedes it, there are some remarkable differences which deserve 
to be noted carefully. Most striking of all is the regular use of the introductory 
formula -)£»}* W$ (vs. 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, cf. -]&$ ^fiJil v. 6), 
which is found nowhere else in the Holiness Code. Another peculiarity, which 
runs through the entire chapter, is the use of the phrase "Q VD1 > " His blood 
shall be upon him," or, " Their blood shall be upon them " (vs. 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, 
27). The expression, with the addition of j"p!T» is found in Ezek. xvm. 13 but 
does not occur in the Hexateuch outside of Lev. xx. The different formula of 
xvn. 4, " Blood shall be imputed to that man," is worthy of notice. Neither of 
the expressions, " In Israel," or " The people of the land " (vs. 2, 4), are used 
elsewhere in II. The phrase, " Hide the eyes from," is not found in H nor any- 
where else in the Hexateuch. 

Other cases of verbal difference from xvii.-xix. are as follows ; the construc- 
tion of JJJflJ as a masculine in v. 6 (in xvn. 10, 15; xvm. 29 it is treated as a 
feminine), the use of HftQ in the sense of "regard as unclean," as in P, instead 
of " defile," as in H (Lev. xi. 44 ; xvm. 28). 

Even where this author is closest to the style of xvn.-xix. he shows a freedom 
in the use of the phrases in question which is not found in those chapters. For 
instance, he not only says, KlilH &5"JG *J£rfiK [DN \3N1 , " And I will give 
my face against that man," which is the regular form in the previous chapters ; 
but he modifies this into, NlHil JJ"frO *J£TflN , DO£J'')> which is not found 
elsewhere in H. He not only says, " I will cut him off," " And that man shall 
be cut off," forms which the preceding chapters employ, but he says also, " They 
shall be cut off in the sight of the children of their people," an expression which 
is unique in the Hexateuch. Besides the expressions of the purity laws in xviii., 
in this shorter parallel we find the additional phrases, -Jltf flJO* (v. 10), dp* 

(v. 14), rmy-rw njritv. it), mpo-n** mvn (*• "), myn r»err» 

(v. 19), Kin IDIl (v. 17), j&p ^DD (v. 12). These instances show that the 
similarity of diction, upon which we commented at the outset, is only superficial 
and that the writer of xx. has really a much more copious vocabulary than the 
writer of xvii.-xix. 
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Furthermore, there is an absence of certain constantly recurring expressions 
of xvn.-xix. from xx. which is surprising if these chapters come from the same 
hand. tT\\V *3N> without any added words, is a closing formula which runs 
through all the holiness legislation ; but, curiously enough, it is absent from this 
chapter. The words JTQJ7 neighbor and "j'HN thy brother, which are so fre- 
quent elsewhere in H, are also wanting, although there is nothing in the contents 
to hinder the use of them. The characteristic expression HXOD 1 ? " for defile- 
ment " (xvin. 20, 23 ; xix. 31 ; xxn. 5), which would be most appropriate in 
this context, is also wanting. 

In view of all these facts it must be admitted, I think, that it is improbable 
that Lev. xx. was written by the author of Lev. xvii.-xix. 

In this conclusion the majority of modern critics are agreed, but in the expla- 
nation which they give of the peculiar relation between thise passages they differ 
widely from one another. The main theories which are proposed are the 
following. 

1. Graf (Oeschichtliche Biicher, p. 77) recognizes fully the weight of the consid- 
erations which make it impossible to regard Lev. xx. as originally connected 
with xvii.-xix., and seeks to explain the similarities of style by the hypothesis 
that it was written by the author of xvii.-xix. at a later time and under differ- 
ent historical conditions. 

With this theory the facts enumerated above are as inconsistent as they are 
with the theory that xx. is the original continuation of xvii.-xix. No reason 
can be given why an author who had already published a complete legislation 
should repeat the same at a later time in a fragmentary form. Even if we grant 
that he might have done so, we cannot see why he should abandon in his new 
code the logical method and orderly arrangement of his former code. This the- 
ory fails also to explain why, in treating of precisely the same subjects as in the 
earlier legislation, he should change his terse and direct style into a diffuse and 
repetitious one, or why he should give up so many of his habitual expressions and 
make constant use of others which he never employed in his earlier code. 

2. Wellhausen (Composition d. Hexateuchs, p. 157), Baentsch [Heiligkeitsgesetz, 
p. 31), and most of the Graflan school hold that the kernel of Lev. xx., the legis- 
lation in vs. 10-21, is drawn from a code which was originally independent of 
Lev. xvin. and that it owes its present position to the writer of xx. 2-5, 22 sq., 
who is the editor of the whole code. 

This theory explains the doubling of the legislation of Lev. xvin. in Lev. 
xx., but it fails to explain the close correspondence in thought and language 
between the assumed kernel and its assumed doublet. If xx. 10-21 was origi- 
nally independent of xvin., how does it happen that it contains not one law 
which is not found in xvin. ? One can see how a second code treating of the 
same subject should in large measure contain the same commandments, but one 
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cannot see how, if it were independent in its origin, it should not contain at least 
a few laws not found in its doublet. Baentsch attempts to evade this argument 
by assuming that the editor of xx. has supplemented all deficiencies in the kernel 
out of its doublet in xviii. and omitted from it everything that was different 
from xviii. This, however, is a purely arbitrary assumption, which has nothing 
in its favor except that it bolsters up Baentsch 's theory of the relation of the 
codes. 

Again, the similarity of the diction of this chapter with those which precede 
it is against any hypothesis of strict literary independence. If these similarities 
were confined to the paraenetic setting, as it is called, and the central code were 
different, then this theory would be the most probable one, but it is not the fact. 
If one will examine the list of verbal and phraseological similarities given at the 
beginning of this article, one will see at a glance that the similarities are quite as 
great and quite as numerous in the code as in the so-called " setting." These 
similarities are not of the nature of redactional amplifications, so that one might 
conjecture that the editor of the whole had added them at the time of his incor- 
poration of the code, but they are woven into the fundamental structure of the 
laws and must have belonged to their first draft. 

Wellhausen's suggestion that similarity of standpoint and nearness of time 
of origin will explain this verbal correspondence is insufficient, for there is more 
here than a mere general correspondence of language. In many instances there 
is an exact verbal correspondence between the supposed doublets, and this 
points to a closer connection between the documents than that they have orig- 
inated in the same age or have made use of the same oral tradition, xx. 11 
agrees with xviii. 8 in using the indefinite expression "l*3{<"flJJ'}{, wife of thy 
father, for step-mother and also in the peculiar application of the expression, 
"uncover the nakedness," to the father who is dishonored as well as to the 
woman, to whom alone it is strictly appropriate. In xx. 13 and in its parallel, 
xviii. 22, we find the identical phrases, "Of-/"IN DD£J"> and HC^N ♦ME'Oj 
neither of which are usual. More remarkable still, the comment upon the 
offence, that it is fQJflfi " abomination," is found in both passages. The very 
peculiar language of xviii. 23 "TilMC IDD N 1 ? aa< i #D"1 reappears in xx. 
15, 16. The nearer definition of sister by the words, " The daughter of thy 
father or the daughter of thy mother," which can hardly be said to be necessary 
to the sense, is found both in xx. 17 and in xviii. 9. The extraordinary use of 
iTny ni^J iri the case of a wife in xvm. 19 is followed also in xx. 18. 

xx. 19 and xvm. 12 sq. agree in speaking of the aunt as "the sister of the 
father or the sister of the mother," and both annex the peculiar reason, not 
found in other cases, that she is ")KtJ> " near kin." xx. 20 and xvm. 14 both 
speak of the uncle's wife as Im and pronounce marriage with her an uncover- 
ing of the uncle's nakedness (cf. also xx. 21 and xvm. 16). These verbal coin- 
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cidences cannot be accidental and they make it impossible to believe that Lev. 
xviii. and Lev. xx. are independent of one another in their literary origin. This 
is precisely the same sort of verbal similarity with the preceding legislation which 
we find in those portions of chapter xx. which enclose the laws about sexual 
purity. Whatever explanation we give to the similarities of diction in the set- 
ting, we must give also to the similarities of the kernel in vs. 10-21, for they are 
identical in kind. If vs. 2-9, 22-27 are to be ascribed to the collector of the 
entire Holiness Code, over against the original author of the legislation in xvn.- 
xix., then vs. 10-12 must also be ascribed to the same hand. 

Another objection to this theory is that vs. 10-21 do not, after all, form a 
code in any strict sense of the word. The characteristic absence of direct address 
(noted by Wellhausen himself, Composition, p. 158) is evidence against its ever 
having been intended to circulate as a code, inasmuch as elsewhere direct address 
is one of the most marked features of Hebrew legislation. Its incompleteness 
also makes it improbable that it ever existed as an independent document. The 
prohibition of marriage with one's mother, daughter, granddaughter, sister, and 
wife's sister are wanting from the group. The first four of these offences are 
perhaps the worst that could arise. Can that be called a code which has nothing 
to say about such weighty matters ? Of course it is possible to say that laws on 
these subjects once stood in the group and have been omitted by the editor, but it 
is impossible to prove this assertion. That a later compiler should have singled 
out these cases above all others for omission, is exceedingly improbable. 

The lack of order in the commandments, which we have already noticed, is 
also against regarding this group of precepts as a code. If it had been published 
as such, it seems almost necessary that it should be cast into some form which 
would appeal to the logical faculty and to the memory. In absence of this, it 
seems to me unlikely that it ever existed as a separate document. 

One more argument may be urged against regarding 10-21 as a fragment of 
an independent code. If we do so, we must also regard the precepts in vs. 2-9, 
22-27 as extracts from codes which were parallel to H, for, as we have seen 
already, these sections do not stand in any different literary relation to H from 
that of vs. 10-21. That is to say, we must assume a doublet or set of doublets, 
parallel not only to Lev. xvin., but parallel also to xix. and to xi. 2-23, 41-47. 
Baentsch (p. 31) actually does this, but it is a difficult hypothesis. It is possible 
that a doublet to xviii. may have existed, but it is scarcely probable that a 
doublet existed to the entire legislation of H which precedes chapter xx., a 
doublet which corresponded so closely that not a single law stood in it which did 
not stand in the other legislation. If we are not willing to make this assump- 
tion for the entire chapter, we have no right to make it for vs. 10-21. 

3. Dillmann attempts to explain the relation of Lev. xx. to xvii.-xix. by 
the application of his peculiar theory of a J recension of H along with a P 
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recension of H. Chapter xx., according to him, has been drawn by the editor 
from J's redaction of the original H, while xvm. and the other parallels are 
drawn from P's redaction. 

This theory evidently meets the objections just urged against Wellhausen's 
theory of originally independent documents for xvn.-xix. and xx., for, accord- 
ing to it, the documents are not independent but go back to a common primitive 
source. If the source of Lev. xx. was simply another recension of the same code 
which underlies Lev. xi. and xvin.-xix., it is natural enough that this chapter 
should contain no new legislation and that it should have many points of simi- 
larity of diction with them. The great difficulty, however, in this theory is the 
absence of any proof of the existence of two such recensions apart from the fact 
that we find these parallel groups of laws. There is nothing to show that xx. 
comes from a J recension except that certain expressions of J occur in this chap- 
ter, but that is the case in xvm. also. In both chapters these phrases are found 
in the hortatory comments only, and they prove no more than that one of the 
editors of H was acquainted with the history of J. If the characteristics of J 
were woven into the legislation of xx., the theory of a J recension would be 
probable, but this is not the case. The coincidences with J are redactional ele- 
ments superimposed upon the legislation here precisely as they are superimposed 
upon xviii. and upon the rest of the code. 

Again chapter xviii. contains nothing which suggests that its legislation has 
passed through a redaction at the hands of P. The only argument which Dill- 
mann is able to make in support of this theory is as follows (Ex.-Lev. p. 541, 
"In den Gesetzen selbst, die in der Hauptsache sehr alt sind, findet sich kein 
Zeichen, um die Quelle sicher zu bestimmen. Jedoch, da in xx. 8-24 E den Text 
des C (= J) zu Grund gelegt hat, ist wahrscheinlich, dass er xviii. 6-20. A (= P) 
folgte, fur welchen ohnedem die systematische Ordnung nnd Vollstandigkeit 
spricht, aber vs. 21-23 aus C excerpirt hat." That is to say, Dillmann assigns 
the legislation in xviii. to P because he must give that in xx. to J and has no 
other editor left to whom he may assign it. There are no linguistic marks 
pointing to the redactional hand of P, and the only indication of style is the sys- 
tematic arrangement; but the original H is always systematic, even in those 
sections which Dillmann assigns to the J recension, and, therefore, this cannot 
be claimed as a peculiarity which is due to the influence of P. Besides this, it is 
a great weakness in Dillmann's theory, that he is compelled to cut out of the 
midst of xviii. laws which are an integral part of its legislation (vs. 21-23) 
because they show the same standpoint as the supposed J recension in xx. This 
criticism seems to me exceedingly arbitrary. The fine logical development of 
thought in xvm., and the regular arrangement of its legislation in groups, point 
to a unity of source ; but Dillmann rejects these evidences and then, without any 
evidence, supposes P to have recast the legislation in xvm., although not one of 
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his characteristic phrases occurs, and although the whole subject of the legisla- 
tion is alien to his spirit. 

The relation of xvm. to xx. is the stronghold of the theory that the present 
form of the Holiness Code has arisen through the combination of two recensions 
of a primitive H, and if it breaks down here, there is little hope of carrying it 
through elsewhere in the code. The supposed extracts from parallel codes in 
Xix. and other parts of H can, I think, all be shown to be nothing more than 
glosses or accidental transpositions of laws which stand in their right connection 
elsewhere in the code ; they lend, therefore, no support to the hypothesis that H 
once existed in a double form. 

Not finding that any of the theories just enumerated are satisfactory, we are 
shut up, it seems to me, to the hypothesis that Lev. xx. is a hortatory com- 
mentary on the foregoing code in xvii.-xix. This hypothesis will explain, I 
believe, all of the phenomena in the case and it is the only one which will do so. 
That chapter xx. contains no legislation which is not found in the preceding 
chapters, is due to the fact that its author had H before him when he wrote and 
simply worked over given material. That many of the laws of xvii.-xix. are 
left out in xx. is due to the fact that its author had already retained these laws 
from his sources in xvii.-xix. and therefore, did not feel compelled to insert 
them here. Theoretical completeness is not what he aims at in this chapter, but 
rather the emphasizing of certain laws which were peculiarly liable to be violated 
in his time. The lack of order in the precepts of xx. is due to the fact that the 
writer's aim was exhortation and not legislation, so that it was quite immaterial 
in what succession he enumerated the duties. The redundant style is precisely 
what we should expect in one who made a selection of old laws a basis for his 
homily and whose chief aim was to impress the conscience. 

The many similarities of diction with xvii.-xix. are due to the fact that the 
author of xx. was thoroughly familiar with the contents and language of the 
document which he was annotating and intentionally imitated it. That they are 
not signs of identity of authorship but rather of quotation, is evidenced by the 
circumstance that they are not spontaneous expressions of the writer of xx. and 
are not always used intelligently by him. Tor instance, xvii.-xix. threatens 
that God will cut a man off from his kinsfolk in cases where the offence is of 
such a nature that it would not naturally come to the cognizance of the civil 
authorities, but in xx. 3 the threat is appended to the sin of sacrificing children 
to Molech, which is in no sense a private offence, and this shows that the writer 
has mechanically adopted this phrase without observing its exact use in his 
source. 

The closing formula, " I am Yahweh your God," is used throughout xvn.- 
xix. to mark the logical divisions of the code into its groups of laws, in xx., 
however, it is employed entirely indiscriminately. 
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Another indication that the similarity of diction is due to quotation is found 
in the fact, that the writer of this chapter feels the necessity of explaining 
expressions which he has borrowed from the original code. A case of this sort is 
seen in v. 11, where the expression, " uncover the nakedness of one's father," is 
used precisely as in xviii. 8, and yet the author feels it necessary to interpret 
this by the added clause, "lie with the wife of one's father" (cf. vs. 20, 21). 
Notice also how in xx. 23 the writer uses ^J) in dependence upon xvm. 24, 
but so soon as he begins to write of his own accord in the following verses, 
abandons it for Q'QJ/. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the mere comparison of the more striking 
similarities of the diction of this chapter with that of chapters xvii.-xix., apart 
from any other facts, favors the theory that the writer of this chapter is an 
imitator. 

The differences of the diction of this chapter from xvii.-xix. need no com- 
ment, for if this chapter be the work of an annotator of the original legislation, 
it is only natural that, along with quotation and imitation of the document before 
him, he should also show variations due to his own peculiar style. 

If space permitted, it would be possible, I think, to show that Lev. xx. comes 
from the same hand which has added the hortatory amplifications in Lev. xviii. 
25-30 ; xxv. 18-22, and probably also in Lev. xxvi. The proof, however, cannot 
be given in this article. I must content myself with having shown that Lev. xx. 
is not an extract from an independent code, or even an independent recension, 
but that it is an hortatory address written by a later editor with the primitive 
holiness legislation as his text. 



